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Subj: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON DRAb-"r FIELD SAMPLING PLANS FOR
THE FOLLOW-ON FIELD WORK FOR PHASES 2B/3 AND 516 SITES AT NAS
ALAMEDA

Dear Mr. Lanphar:

We are providing as enclosures (1) and (2), responses to yours and the Regional Water
Quality Control Board's comments on the draft Field Sampling Plans (FSP) for the
Follow-on Field Work for the Phases 2B/3 and 5/6 sites at NAS Alameda.

We are placing an item for discussion of the Navy's responses to your comments as part of
the agenda for our monthly Progress Review meeting to be held in your offices on July 28,
1993. If you have any immediate questions regarding our responses to your comments,
please contact either Mr. Gary J. Munekawa, Code T4E2GM, (415) 244-2524 or Mr._/llGeorge Kikugawa, Code T4E2GK, (415) 244-2559.

i i

Sincerely,

0riginglslgneelby:
MARCELO PASCUA, JR.
By direction

Encls:
(1) Responses to Comments on Draft FSP for Follow-on Field Work Phases 2B & 3
(2) Responses to Comments on Draft FSP for Follow-on Field Work Phases 5 & 6

(including RWQCB Comments)

Copy to:
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (Attn: James Nusrala)
US Environmental Protection Agency (Attn: Julie Anderson)
NAS Alameda (Attn: LT Mike Petouhoff)
PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (Attn: Duane Balch)
James M. Montgomery, Consulting Engineers, Inc. (Attn: Ken Leung)

Blind copy to:
T4E2, T4E2GM, T4E2GK, Admin Record (3 copies)
WRITER; Gar b,J. Munekawa/'I'4E2GM/x2524

,...... TYPIST: GaD' J. Munekawa, L3386
FILE: Alameda/NAS, Chron, Blue, Pink, Green
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RESPONSE TO DTSC COMMENTS
/

" Phases 2B and 3 Draft Follow-On Field Smmplin8 Plan

._ This documentpresentsthe Ni_'s responseto commentsreceivedfromu_e Slate of California......

Eu_ua ProtecUonAge_'y_ of ToxicSub_uu_ Comml(DTSC)on June10, I_3. *l"ae-" •

reg_es winbe tncor_'md int_et_t ot _ _ Fame_2B_ 3 Foaow._ _ Sm_ _ _. "l_

DTSCa_meuu _e _ _ iubold_ TheNavyr_p0m_follow_ mx_ t3_efam.

General Comments.
5

CO_G_fENT gIt Pate _l, Secflon 3.1. Phvsica! I)eserlutioa and Site Histo_:
The first pgrqraph should clarify that Site 4 of Plusses 2B and 3 now
Jn©ludes all of Building 360..

RESPONSE: The Wxtwill be chungeclto clarify the po_L

COMMENT #2: Pale 3.6. Section 3.6.1. Soil Samnllnf and Fiaure 3-1:
The last sentence of the second bullet item states that borings will be
located heir the center of each wall of the building; however, Figure 3-1

_:i I locates the borings near the corners of the building.

-*_ RESPONSE: The text will be changed to reflect the fact that the borings are to be loc_cd near the

COMMENT #3: Pa_e 3-6. Section :3.6.1. Soft Samnlln_l. Second Bullet l_em=
Pieue identify what the soil samples will be analyzed for. When
analyzing for TPH, BTEX must be included in the analysis. This is
because BTEX is important in calculating risk suoc|ated with
petroleum. BTEX should be included In the analysis of nil samples
tested for TPIL

RESPONSE: The sou samplescollected from the f0_urborings(B04-21 through B04-24) will be
analyzedfor vocs includingBTEX, Svocs,Tl_-l_'gcabl=, TPH_ uum_
andcyanide,assmmd intheFSP (seeTable13-I,pageI).Thesefourbodng
are in paved areasso surfa_ sample_ will be analyzed for VOCs. Unl_tVOdsurface
samples _ fromunderthebuikling_ item3) wi_ not be mdy'_d forVOCs.
Un_ved surfacesoil _unple_ are gtmcraUyno_analyzed foe VOCs _ _ of
the un,face soit ¢o_ sumo_ haslikely res_ted in votafili_ee of VOCs.

COMMENT #4: :Pa_e 3.6. Section 3.6.1• Soil Sampling. Third Bullet_Ite_
SVOCs should be included in the analysis for soil borings under the
building.

......... RESPONSE: SVOCs we_ incl_lod in Table 13-1, but were inadvertently left out of the t_t. They
w_dlbe added to the text in Sectioc 6.6.1.

I
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:. .._ COMMENT #$: Pm_e 3-7. Section &6.2. Cone Penetrometer_

_ _ S N _ r SVOC and TPH have bun round in the 8roundwster at Site 4. For this
- ._ reason, SVOC and TPH should be included In the analysis of

flrouudwater.

- RESPONSE: ..... TPH-pu_ablc and TPH-extmmable were included in Table 13-1.-butwe_ Inadvmemly ....
- - _,. .." ,, ........ le_ out of the u)xt. ,_ analysos will _ addad to elm text in ,5(u:fim3.6.2. SVOCs 1"
..... will _ adde_ to _ mmly_ li_.

COMMENT #6: Pate 34. Section 3.6.3. Shallow Monitarina Wells:

SVOC and TPH have been found in the groundwater at Site 4. For this
reason, SYOC and TPH should be Included in the analysis of

•groundwater.

RESPONSE: SVOCs, TPH-purgc_Lb_,and TPH-ex_ w_e included in both the W.xtand Tahl8
13-I.

COMMENT #7: Pa_ 4-6. Section 4.7.1. Soil Sam_lln__
The VOC 111, THcbloroethane wal measured at 39,000 P4_/kg ha the
ample collected at 14 feet bp from BO5-11. The Sampling Plan,
however, suue_t mmpl_ be taken from only 2.q and $ feet blpm. Soil
samples should be collected at a depth similar to where contamination
wu found in B0$-|I.

(
_. RESPONSE: C-mundwat_ at thb sit_ is approximately 6 to 8 feet below groundmrfac¢ COP).

I-_:_i_ii_-_ . Tberefcxe, the sample collected m 14 feet bgs wasin ssl_8_ soil. SatlmU_ soft
-,"- ' samples are not t_pre.sontativ_of soil condit/om because the repot_ com:emraticu

indm:lesboth _mlx_z_B sodoedto _e soil particles and compoundsdissolved in the
gronndwau_,foundin ct_csoil pore spaces. We IXopme to coUe_ only umammu_
sample_ during this investigation. A gn)undwatm"moniuxing weal _ _
dowugradi(n_of beringB05-11 m seams me VOC_de_e_ed in gronndwam'.

COMMENT #8: Fi_u_e $-2. Site 6. Geologic Cross Section A-A'. B-B';
An explanation for "GW" is abeent from the legend. Pism)e add "OW"
to the .legend. --

RESPONSE: "GW_ ia a well gradedgraveL Thesymbolwill beaddedm the figurelcga_

COMM_._T #9:. Pan 6-S. Section (L6.1. SoU Samples. Second Bullet Item_
SVOC_ were also detected in M07A-02 at 7 feet. For this reasoa,
SVOCs should be included In the analysis.

RESPONSE: -We believe the SVOC.s de_ct_ _t depth in boring M07A,O2 Jurepate_ _ basewi_
polycyclic m_ma_ichy_ (PAH) _ related tOthe _ ase o( the
property by _ P_'ific Co_t Oil Works (see Sec_ic_ 16 of the final P_mes 2]3 m_l 3
Dam S_rn_ Report [DSR]). "T'n_reis mt'ficieut xit_-speciflc soil damm

.... tl_ dis_bution of PAH at )ht_ site, even without this soil sampl_. Basewide, there Lt
sufficient soil data available W l_f_m a ask _ent on the sulmarfaccPAH.
T1x_for_, no addid_aal SVOC analysis is _ f_" the soft samplescollecu_lat Site
7A.

2
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COMMENT #lOs _..ae 6-7. Seetlon 6.6.S. Non-Point Source Siren|last
Please oxpladn the function of the Igreue trap within the storm drain

": |yatteS, HOW often [8 JllildJe gemovod g_ the |rolmo trips? HA8 the '
grease been tested before? What were the r_ulU?

..........-........................"7_ _n_m_km pmcmamluotNAS AlatmedzP__ O_lm pmonm_l
• " ................... badiuf_m reipudingezesuspectedgreaseuzp. zt is pou,ibzethe_ltluaZ dxzevinp "

wae into,or.

• COMMENT #11: Pan 9-2. Sectlon_9.&L Soil:

"Is there evidence to suggut thst bls(24thylhexyl)phthadate may. ksve
"been intz_luced in the umpflngg process?

RF._PONSE: Bis(2.ethylbc_l)phzhalzte is used in zlzc_g of nunzm_s piss_c products
includingPVC. _ w_t is _at/_y I_:chased in piestic"_paddet_tilm"
waza boa_. _ buckeu arcused to clean sample equipment. Gloves may conudn
t_ compound. Many fittings, tubing,andG¢_ equipment used at _ytic_ tabcntor_
may contain bis(2.cthyihexyl)phthalate. It is likely that the single bit_2.
cthylhexyi)phdmh_cdeacction_zmil atSite lOAtite_atedtooae e(chea_tom_et. Bat_l
on tax3tmt_ qm_ _ _mia tl_ _to a_g_oa was qualff_ m m estima_.

" ": COMMENT #12" J_tae 9_3- S,_ctlon 9.5.3. Shallo w ]y[onltortna Wtlls'.
Has the source for the VOCs and SVOCs detoctod In Well MI_OI been
Identified?

RESPONSE: Baaed on the soil sample results fromSite 10A, the VO_ and SVOCs detecuai in well
MIO.OI a_ not believed to come fn_mSite IOA. Site 5 is _ most I_ly _ leg
these c_nponnds. Soft and groundwa_ sampl_ at $it_ 5 contain aUof _:_ _
found ia the groundwaterfromWell M10-01, Site 3 is cmssgr_e_t of Site 10P..

COMMENT f13: Pan 9.3. Se_lon 9.$.3. Shallow Monltorin_ Wells and Figure 9-3:
Becawe the direction of groundwater beneath Site 10A Is towards the
east, thor, i_ no dowa-gradlent well at Site 10A. A fourth monitoring
well should be In_tailed north of buildtng In order to provide for a
down.fp_dient umpling point.

RESPONSE: A four_ remitting weld north of _ building is not declinable. The proposed well
loca_n is proximalto S_ 5 when:thereis documenu_ gnmndwat_ cve_ We
_ve _ c__on is _y _t_ed in wet1MIO-01. F_ th_ggopmed
DTSC location is not downgradi_t of Site IOA,s_ Fi_ 9-3 in abePhases2B aad 3
FSP.

3
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i COMMENT #14: Page 10-1. Section 10.0, Site 12 - Building 10. Power Plant"

This site contains three abandoned Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)
and one white gas UST. Apparently, the USTs .will be handled under
the UST Program. However, the USTs may be a source for
contamination at. Site 12. If the tanks have been investigated under the .....

............... . .................. LIST Program the results_ should be sumnmrized In" this Sampling Plan. ........

Additional investigations of the USTs may be necessary at Site 12.
The occurrence BTEX in the soil and groundwater must be determined.

Thls would require at least one down-gradient monitoring well and three
soil borings near the three abandoned USTs; The white gas .UST must

. also be adequately investigated. This would require at least two soil
.boring, with one being converted inlo a down-gradlent monitoring well.

R_PONSE: There are five abandoned USTs (filled with sand) on the north rode of Building 10 and an

abandoned *white gas" UST (empty) on the south side of Building I0 (abandonment
occurred prior to 1984). As part of Navy's Pollution Abatement Program, investigation
of thesevesselsand theirproperclosureand/orremovalarebeingcocwdinatedwith

Alameda County DepartmentofEnvironmentalHealth(DEH) personnel.On June 2.

1991, the Navy submitted a final closurephm to the county whichaddrem_ removingthe
whitegasUST, andensuringtheproperclosureoftheUSTs on thenorthsideofBuilding

10. On June 2, 1993, Alameda County issued permits to perform the clom_ work and
associated investigation of the soil and gronndwater around the abandoned OSTs.

Field work stm-ted on June 28, 1993. Ten soil borings were drilled around the USTs ca
the north s/de of Building 10, and four soil samples were collected from the tank pit of

.:--. • the white gas UST (which was removed). _ gronndw__t_ samples were also collected

at six of the 10 soil borings and one from the white gas UST tank pit. Preliminary
analytical results indicate that the north side UST soils were mostly clean with only three
soil samples having up to 39 mg/kg motor oil. At the white gas UST t_nl_pit, the only
hydrocarbondetectionsm soilwas totalxylenesat16microgramsperkilogram(ug/kg),
andmotoroilat60 miUigram_perkilogram(mg/kg).Grabgroundwateramdyseswere
nondetect for TPH and BTEX at the white gas UST. At the north side USTs one gl_

groundwater sample had 3.7 milligntms per liter (rag/L) motor oil. Bec2_e levels in the
groundwater on the north side were reported in three 8Ith samples at levels up to 2 ug/L

(only one sample at this level), and a single sample with detectiom of toluene,
ethyl_e, and total xylenes at 2 ug/L each-

Based on field conversations with Alameda County DEH personnel during the
investigation, no groundwater monitoring wells were requested. A_ter the ciost_ report
is submitted and reviewed by Alameda County DEH, the Navy is prepared to gemm_ a
soil sampling and groundwater monitoring plan, if requested by the County, to
characten_ the extent of affected soil and grmmdwa_.

Based on the preliminary data reported for the tank closure investigation, the Navy does
not propose to change its approach for rumpling activities at Site 12 (no additional
shallow monitoring wells). The Navy will, however, coordinate with Alameda County to
address data concerns once the tmak closure report has been submitted and reviewed. A
copy of the existing final closure plan will be forwarded to the DTSC, and as the data

........ become available, a copy of the tank closure report will also be forwarded to the DTSC.
"I31isdata w_ll not be incorporated in the Pha_s 2B and 3 FoLlow-On FSP.

4
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:_:_: COMM]_Pr t|St Pan 11.2. Section 11.3. Site Geolo_v/F[vdro_eoloey:, The configuration of the groundwater table durinll low and high tide u
__:_ shown in Figure 11.4 and 11-$ ere different than tits confllPsratlons

shown in Figure 13-3 and 13-4 of the Final Data Summm'y Report for
Phmum 2B and 3. What ceudusion8 can be made ,about the direction of
groundwater flow at Site 14?

..... RESPONSE: ....WhileleSlXmdingto_ com_t, en'unwee di,tcoveredinboththetidalinfluen_
studymmly_ andoriginalDSR wstetlevel_mom" maps forSite14."leetidalstudy

involvedthesurveyedtopofcasingdalafoewells M14-02sad,M14-03tadthe
inltialdel_towatm'dmaforbothwe.Us.WeUM14_I t,emalnedun_talled.Tbedata
havebernremitted,andnew mal_and_ aleindudedwi_ thesen_xmaes.
T_ damfmdw oUzrlidal_ mudy,i_ mucum_ly I_ag _ Anydmmges

" in the datawiU be made in the CrO 0121 f_d DSR Back4roend md Tidal Influence
Studles/Additimal Work at Site, 4 ted 5 document and the results will be clumled

The surveyedtopof casing inf_natim forwells M14-02 andM14-03 weretnmslxx_ in
the original DSR water level contour map, for Site 14 These ma_ have also been
affected andarermrd_iued with these _.

The _ tidal influence data indicate that all three wells exhibit tidal influence.
During low tide,flow at Site 14 is towardsthe InnerHa.q_, with a hydnmlk gradient
aEIxoximately0.012 foot per foot (fl_. At high tide, the 8rmmdwau_ flow dlrecti_ is

"...... away f_en the InnerHarb_, witha hydraulicgradientof approximately0.013 fl_. The
h/ghandtow tidemapsarenowcmsistent betwe_ the DSR ted the tidalinfluence _.

.... Vo w.,=now , teis (aw.y Inn=
,..: _), under_ exu-emelylowhydrattticgr_eutofapproximately0.00068f'pf(neu'ly

flat).

COMMENT #16: Pate 11-3. Section 11._.1. Soil Stealing. First Bullet Item and
Locations of Soil Borlne on Figure 11-1:

Tlte selection of soft boring locations should more cleanly relate to the
data Katbered during the soil Ipm survey. Bortn_ should be taken where
the highest soil gas levels were located. For example; the three
locations wbere_sofl gas was measured at 140 _ 134 pg/L, ami 184
l.tg/L.

RESPONSE: Within timo0mtrainu of drln_8 L_,x'e___.the sampling locatiom will bemoved slightly
tO b_l_g 8_t_xi m_t_ _ high sOil ga.5 I_.

COMMENT #17: Paste 11-3. Section 11.5.1. Soil Stealing. First Bullet Item:

Soil analysiJ should Include SVOCs, PAH, BTEX, and dioxla/furan.

RESPONSE: VOC_ (which includes BTEX) were _ in the original analyse list. SVOCs have
n_ been_ becat_ only one soil _ple outof the twelve c_lk_:leddm'ing
work st the site _ s_mificant coocenmtrio_ of PAll. Two othe_ c_tained PAH

• _ _ thedetection limiL The Navy believes that_afF_mt data _ to _ PAH
in the sou at th_ssite. Dioxi_ftwan sampling is _ unde_ the secondballet item
(seeresponseto Comment#I8),

5
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_ COMMENT #18: Page 11-3. Section 11.5.1. Soil Smmnllmo. Second Bullet Item: ".Soil analysis should abo include SVO_ PAH, and BTEX.

RESPONSE: SVOC analyses see not proposed because the Navy believes thatsufficient SVOC data
have been collected for the RI/FS work at this site (see w.sponse to Comment _17).....
BTEX analyses _renotIm3Pmedbecause tl_e sur'_ce mnp_ ere to be mUeaed _

" " unpavedm'eas(see4_xmse m _t #3L A tendof six _ smnplesm_ _ "
' for ¢tioxin/futananalysit, thee origimdly in theFSP ($14-1, $14-3, andS14-6, see Table

13-1, page 16), andthx_ otl_sampieswilll_added. Analy_ for_ wi/Jbe
addedto the three_-fac_ samplesfromborinp B14.4, B14-8,taxiB14-9.

COMMENT #19:. Pan 11-4. Section 11.5.3. Shallow Monltorl_ Wt_ilt
" According to Figures 11-3 and 11-4, the _ of _endwater during

low-tide is due north, while durtn 8 high.tide the direction Is due em_
The average direction, however, is toward the northowest. The
placement of groundwater monitoring wells does not satisfactorily take
into account the changing direction of groundwater. Therefore, a forth
monitoring weU _ needed north-west of the Fire Training Area..

RESPONSE: The cementmouiuxingwellne,twc_ issumckutm mcasu_theawngc flow at the site.
See_ _ Comment#15.

......... COMMENT #20: Pm_e_12-2. Sect_O._12uf_U.___
The discussion on soil contamination failed to Include the SVOC

C:!!::_":.i contamination occurring at the surface In the southern section of Site
: 15. The highest concentration of SVOC at the surface tre found near

B_ldlng 283. The section siso failed to identify the location of the
soil sample, collected at 2 feet bga that contained SVOCa.

RESPONSE: The discussion will be changed m include the PAH contaminafi_occurring in the
3outhem section of the site antitim locationof the 2 feet bgs samplethatcontainedPAIL

COMMENT #21: Pa_e 12-3. Section 12.6.1. So B Ssmpllntz:
The occurrence of SVOC in the soil must be further investigated and the
source of the SVOCs needs to be identified. Surface sample SlS-12
should be recollected and reanalyzed becaue of the high detection limit
reported in the Final Data Summary Report Phases 2B and &

RESPONSE: SVOCs _ included in the proposed analyte li_ for the sdditicoal surfacesoil sam#eL
Surfac__ tampte S15-12 will m3tbe _ _ we believethemare_t
surface soil d_ in tim portion of tim site to Imrform a risk us:ssm_ md/,x"remowd
an/on. Exis_g an_ additional samples s_e collected ou a grid systemwith t._ple
locatives xpS__y 30 feet _ _tly, at the cod of thisfield effort titre
wiU be eight samples coUected within 45 feet of S15-12. Fm'thermm_pmticide/_B
levels detected in S15-12 wake it likely that the location wiU be included in the
excavafioo for _ pla_n_ interimrc_ov_d _ at Site 15.

6
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COMlb.tl_NT iP2_I llalle 14-2. Section 114.|..q. .t_fdl Snnln|a ]lair|evil1 and I;llndllnmy

Soil Samples flint are to be mat lie the laboratory for mudysls ebomld
• not be field m'eemd for YQCs.

RESPONSE: Tbsee_ sumlsleevesan_ _ eachsl_t_ TI_sku_humwJ_k:b
theVOC analy_sv_ t__ _dlmt befloldscmeuedotd_u_oed,h willbe

....... thesam_."n_e_s__ _ l_nw_ _ _ aaconUn_ytoc_,__ facL

i

... i;¸¸

7
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RESPONSE TO DTSC COMMENTS
Phases $ and 6 Draft Follow-On Field Sampling Plan

This doctm_nt presents the Navy's response to comments received from the State of California

Environmental Protection Agency Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), and the California Regional

............. Water Quafity Control _Board(RWQCB), The responses wUi be incorporated in the text of the final Phas_ 5 and 6 ....

FoUow-On Field Sampling Plan (FSP), for Sites 1 and 2 and the Runway Area. The DTSC and RWQCB

comments are presented verbatim in bold typeface. The Navy _esponses follow in noflnai typeface.

Comments by Department of Toxic Substances Control
Dated: June 11, 1993

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment No. 1: Page _'7_ _ection 3,6.1. Soils

The analysis of soils in the burn area should include polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are by-products of incomplete
combustion.

RESPONSE: Five surface soil samples were collected during the solid waste water quality assessment
test (SWAT) data sunmmry report (DSR) investigation in the bum area and no PAHs

\_ were detected in these samples. No additional PAIl analyses axe proposed for the follow-
on work.

Comment No. 2: Page 3-7, _¢ction 3.6.1. Soils

The initial investigation of Site 1 was also conducted under Phase 1 of
the Remedial Investigation (RI). The Phase 1 investigation is
concluded and information collected during that phase will be
incorporated Into Phases 5 and 6. On March 4, 1993, the DTSC
provided comments on the Phase 1 and 2A Data Summary Report. The
Data Summary Report included recommendations for future work at
Sites 1 and 2. This future work is to be accomplished through the
continuation of Phases 5 and 6. Relevant comments on the Phases 1

and 2A Data Summary Report must be incorporated into the Phases 5
and 6 Follow-on Field Sampling Plan.

RESPONSE: These recommendations have been incorporat_l into the final Phases 5 and 6 Foflow-On
FSP.

Comment numbers 13 and 14 of the March 4, 1993 comment letter
addresses soil sampling at site 1. These comments are repeated and
should be addressed in the Phases $ and 6 Field Sampling Plan.

Comment No. 2a: Phases I and 2A DSR Comment No. 13: "Because of the lack of fully
validated surface samples, confirmatory sampling is required for surface
soils at Site 1. Ten random samples must be collected at locations
where there was no detection of semivolatile organic compounds,
pesticides, PCB compounds, TRPH, and total organic carbon."

RESPONSE: The f'mal Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP will include collection of ten samples for
semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyts (PCBs),
total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH)-purgeable and extractable, and total organic carbon
(TOC) analyses.

1
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Comment No, 2b: Phases 1 and 2A DSR Comment No. 14: "Surface soil contamination

is concentrated in the triangular area west of Runway 13-31. Another
200 foot grid sampling even should occur within this area. Sampling
locations should be between the points already sampled by Canonie.
This would provide sampling locations every 100 feet. Conducting
surface sampling in this area will augment the data already gathered in
the area and provide a fully validated data set. Soil samples collocted in

- = or near the burn area must be analyzed for dioxens." - i=

RESPONSE: As agreed in our June 30, 1993 meeting additional surface soil samples will be collected
where elevated concentrations of chemicals wee detected in the triangular areaof Site 1,
but the samples will not be co_ on a 200-foot grid spacing. We propose
approximately 15 additional surface soil sampling locations in the triangulararea west and
north of the runways. This additional sampling will augment the data already gathered.
The new data will be fully validated for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RIFFS) report. Samples collected within the burn area will be analyzed for dioxin-furan.

Comment No. 3: Page 3-7, Section 3.6.1. Soils and Figure 3-2

A five point sampling grid will be employed to explore for the presence
of dioxin-furan in the burn area of Site 1. According to Figure 3-2,
three of these five sampling points are not within the burn area. Please
explain the selection of these sampling points, including why all the
samples will not be taken from the burn area. Soil sampling should
occur at the burn area and in areas where contamination may have been
transported.

RESPONSE: These three points will be moved to within the bum area on Figure 3-2.

Comment No. 4. Page 3-7_ Section 3.6.1. Soils and Figure 3-2

Are the twelve soil borings proposed for Site 1 shown on Figure 3-2?
What are they identified as?

RESPONSE: There are 13 boring locations not 12; the mxt will be changed to reflect the correct
number of borings. The borings are designated on Figure 3-2 as M-28Co M-30A, M-
30E, M-30C, M-31A, M-31E, M-31C, M-32A, M-33A, M-34A, M-35A, and two that
are not shown. Borings B-36 and B-37 will be drilled in the burn area. The two borings
in the bum area will be located at the two surface sample locations where the highest
concentrations of dioxin-furan are demcted.

Comment No. S. Page _-7. Section 3.6.1. Soils

Please support the decision not to analyze surface samples for dioxin-
furan a second time. Will soil samples from the 2..5 and $ foot
intervals be analyzed for dioxin-furan?

RESPONSE: Once the surface soil samples from the bum area are analyzed, the locations of the borings
will be chosen as stated in the response to DTSC Comment No. 4. Analyzing these
same locations a second time will not add significantly to the data. Two duplicate
samples are recommended presently for confumation purposes. The 2.5- and 5-foot
samples will be analyzed for dioxin-furan, as stated in Table 6-1, page 2 (B-36 and B-37).
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Comment No. 6. pat, e 3-8. Se¢tion 3_6.2. Cone Penetrometer Tests

• . In order to better comprehend the extent of the bay mud under Site 1,
Clrr numbers 1-1, 1-2, 1-4 and 1-5 should be taken closer to the eastern
side of the 1943-1946 landfill.

RESPONSE: ..... _.... We plan to keep the cone penem3meter testing (CPT) points in their current loeations_ _
.......... We are looking for the eastern extent of the Holocene Bay Mud Unit east of the disposal

cells at Site 1. If the Holocene Bay Mud Unit is not encountered in these locations, CPT
points to the west (closer to the disposal cells) will be added. Site I is the 1943-1956
Disposal Area, not the 1943-1946 landfill.

Comment No. 7, Page 3-8. Section 3.6.3. Groundwater

A third well cluster of three wells should be added to the two well
clusters to be Installed on the east side of the disposal cells between M-
030 and M-031. This third well cluster should be made up of "A", "E",
and "B".

RESPONSE: A third well cluster of A, E, and C wells would need to be on the asphalt fringe of
Runway 13-31. The two proposed well clusters (M-30 and M-31) on the upgradient side
of the disposal cells should give adequate coverage. The two proposed well cluster
locations can be adjusted to maximize their coverage. An additional upgradient well
cluster is not necessary at this time, but will be reconsidered after review of data from the
two proposed well clusters.

'_..... Comment No. 8. Pa2e 4-6. Section 4.4.3.2. Surface Water and Groundwater Oust

Is there evidence which indicates that acetone, methylene chloride, and
bis(2-ethyihexyl)phthalate are laboratory contaminants or sampling
artifacts?

RESPONSE: As stated in the SWAT DSR these compounds were detected in some tripblanks,
equipment blanks and method blanks. The origin of the acetone, methylene chloride, and
phlhalate may be due to laboratory or sampling artifacts. The National Functional
Guidelines for Organic Data Review, United States Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) Contract Laboratory Program_ document revised June 1991 lists acetone and
methylene chloride as common laboratory contaminants (page 19).

Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate is used in the manufacturing of numerous plastic products
including polyvinyl chloride (PVC). Decontamination water is routinely purchased in
plastic "sparkletts-like" water bottles. Plastic buckets are used to clean sample
equipment. Gloves may contain the compound. Many fittings, tubing, and other
equipment used at analytical laboratories may contain bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Since
all these plastics are used in the field or the laboratory, the phtlaalates could be a sampling
artifact.

Comment No. 9. i_a_e 4-8. Section 4,6.2. Cone Penetrometer Tests

Please clarify what is meant by "in the area between the landfill
operations on the south side of Site 2."

RESPONSE: The sentence will be changed to read "in the area south of the landt'tU operations between
....... wellM-18AandwellM-15A..."
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Comment No. 10. Pa2e 4.8, _cction 4.6.2. Cone Penetrometer Tests and Fleure 4.1

The text states that four CPT locations with an approximate spacing of
600 feet between test points will be driven at Site 2. Figure 4-1 shows
CPT locations to have a spacing greater than 600 feet. Understanding
the extent of the bay mud aquitard under the West Beach Landfill is
extremely Important. More CPT location should be included at Site 2.

.......... With CPT locations between WB-3 and M-014B, M-014B and M-013C,
and M-013C and M-012B.

RESPONSE: Tne text will be changed to reflect that the 600 foot spacing is referring to deep sampling
points previously installed and proposed sampling points, not all new points. The
present spacing of the two CPT locations on the south side of Site 2 is approxim___ly
800 feel. A third CPT location will be added to this area, between weUs M-18A and M-
15A, to decrease the spacing to approximately 600 feel. There are cunently five wells and
one boring (M-10B, M-12B, M-13C, M-14B, M-105B, and boring WB-3) &Wed into the
second water-bearing zone on the east side of Site 2. The density of deep borings in the
area between boring WB-3 and well M-12B is adequate for assessing the lateral extent of
the Holocene Bay Mud Unit.

Comment No. 11. page 4-8. Section 4.6.3. Groundwater

The southern and eastern boundaries of Site 2 do not have any "E', "B",
or "C" wells; therefore, the bottom of the upper water-bearing zone and
the second water-bearing zone have not been sampled in these areas.
The HydroPunch II should be enlisted to collect samples from the upper

......: and lower portions of the first water-bearing zone and from the base of
the second water-bearing zone in these areas. The Navy should be

,, prepared to install "E", "B", and "C" type groundwater monitoring wells
if the Hydropunch samples detect contamination.

RESPONSE: Well M-18E is on the south side of Site 2 and groundwater samples from this well did not
indicate contaminants were migrating in this direction. There are four "B"and "C"wells
on the east side of Site 2. None of the groundwater ._raples from these wells had
significant concentrations of chemicals. HydmPunch® samples are proposed to be
collected from the base of the fill and at the top and bottom of the second water-beating
zone. Two wells (one "E"and one "B") will be added in the vicinity of wells M-16A and
M-15A, on the south side of Site 2. The Navy will review whether additional "E", "B", or
"C"wells are required, if Hy&oPunch@ samples collected from this areacontain deteclable
levels of chemicals of concern. Results of the review will be discuss_ with DTSC and
mer_WQCB.

Comment No. 12. Page 4-8. Section 4.6.3. Groundwater

Even if contamination is not detected in the HydroPunch II samples, the
Navy should install "E", "B", and "C" wells at M-016. These additional
wells Will allow for continued monitoring of the lower portions of the
first and second water-bearing zones.

RESPONSE: "E" and "B" wells will be added in the vicinity of wells M-16A and M-15A. This will
allow for monitoring of the lower portion of the first water-bearing zone and the top of
the second water-bearing zone. See response to DTSC Comment No. 11.
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Comment No, 13. Pa_e 44, Section 4,6.3. Groundwater

The greatest concentration of contaminants in the groundwater at Site 2
was detected in monitoring wells M.024.A and M,024-E. In order to
determine the quality of groundwater In the second water-bearing zone
beneath M-024 an additional "C" monitoring well should be added to the
M-024 well nest.

RESPONSE: There is approximately 40 feet of clay material between the fill and the second water-
bearing zone at well cluster M-24. The thickness of the clay m_tt-sial to tho north, at
well duster M-25, is 28 feet and to the south, at well cluster M-23, is 47 feel The
quarterly groundwater samples from deep wells M-23B and M-25C had c_e detection each
of bis(2.ethyihexyl)ph!h_iate (2.3 microgram_ per li_ Lug/L] and 3.0 I_g/L, respeaively)
Well M-23B had chloroform detected at a concentration of 13 ttg/L, in one groundwater
_rnnle. These compounds are suspected laboratoryor sampling artifacts. Migration of
chemicals from the t-trstwater-_g zone to thesecond water-bearing zone through this
thickness of clay m_terial is unlikely. Therefore, no additional "C"well is recommended
at this time.

Comment No. 14. _lgt.._ction .5.4.1. Soils

Is there evidence which indicates that acetone and bis(2-

ethylhexyl)phthalate are laboratory contaminants or sampling artifacts?

RESPONSE: See response to DTSC Comment No. 8.

_ Comment No. 15. Page 5-5. Section 5.5. Sampltn_ Objectives (forth bullet)

Will the new soil samples be analyzed for TPH purgeable and
extractable?

RESPONSE: These samples (SS2-1 through SS2-6) will be analyzed for TPH purgeable and
extractable; see Table 6-1, page 10 of,he FSP.
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RESPONSE TO RWQCB COMMENTS
_ Phases 5 and 6 Draft Follow-On Field Sampling Plan

Comments by California Regional Water Ouality Control Board
Dated: June 7, 1993

GENERAL COMMENTS

Comment No. 1: More soil borings and monitoring wells are needed in the Site 1
disposal area and West Beach Landfill. This is necessary to classify the
waste and volume in the landfills as well as to determine the quality of
the groundwater which is in direct contact with the waste. This

information will all be taken into account in the feasibility study for
selecting appropriate closure methods for the landfills.

RESPONSE: Additional soil borings and wells are proposed at Sites 1 and 2. No wells are proposed to
be drilled into the landfills. Drilling through landfills is not recommended for these two
sites due to the types of the wastes (e.g. waste chemical drums, low-level radiological
waste, industrial sWippers and cleaners, asbestos, inert ordnaqc¢, and waste medicines and
reagents) buried in them.

It is the Navy's position that based on data previously collected and discussed in the
Phases l and 2A DSR, and in the Phases 5 and 6 SWAT DSR, the sampling program
proposed in the Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP will provide data sufficient for supporting
future closure and post-closure maintenance activities to be proposed for both landfill
sites. Following subsequent analysis of the follow-on data the Navy will propose

_..... capping, containment, and monitoring following USEPA guidance for landfills under
CERCLA, and following federal NCP guidance.

The Navy does not believe that further characterization within the landfill sites is
warranted or desirable. EPA guidance indicates that characterization of landfill contents is
generally not necessary because containment of the landfill contents, which is often the
most practicable technology, does not require such information. In addition, drilling
through the landfills presents not only logistical problems (the presence of an active
aircraftrunway and wetlands environmental impact), but also health-based problems due
to the presence of the waste types listed above.

A monitoring system using the existing and proposed wells will adequately assess
potential leachate migration, and information from the monitoring system will be used to
design an appropriate pump and treat/extraction system, if necessary. Given the
lithological and hydrological information already gathered and to be gathered as proposed,
it is not necessary to know with certainly if the first and second water-bearing zones are in
hydraulic continuity within the landfills themselves as a sufficient density of monitoring
wells will be in place to monitor all potentially affected zones.

Sufficient historical data exist to allow for a reasonable estimation of the approximate
thickness of the landfill contents, allowing for design of an appropriately engineered
landfill cap.

Comment No. 2: Please explain why so many Cone Penetrometer Tests (CPTs) were
taken in the Runway Area.

RESPONSE: The CPT locations in the Runway Area are proposed to help determine the areal extent of
the Bay Mud Unit and the paleochaunel that runs east to west across the island. This will

..... _ help in understanding the hydrogeology of the site.
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Comment No. 3: More figures are recommended to show the sample locations and
........ corresponding contamination for all detected chemicals for both the first

and second water-bearing zone in the final RI/FS report.

RESPONSE: This will be taken into consideration when the final RI/FS report is being prepared.

Comment No. 4: A radiologic survey needs to be included in the chemical analysis for
the monitoring wells and soil borings which are part of the follow-on-
field work sampling plan.

RESPONSE: The soil samples fron_all new borings and the groundwater from all wells are proposed to
be analyzed for radionuclides; see Table 6-1 of the FSP.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Comment No. 1: (Section 2.22) Please explain what chemical constituents will be
detected in each of the four groundwater zones sampled: A, B, C, and E.

RESPONSE: This question is unclear. If the question is what chemical constituents have been detected
in the A, B, C, and E wells, that data is in the SWAT DSR and in the Phases 1 and 2A
DSR. If the question is what chemical constituents are proposed for the follow-on work,
that information is in the Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP. Section 2.2.2 of the FSP

concerns the observed occurrence of groundwater at Sites 1 and 2, not the chemical
constituents.

Comment No. 2: (Section 2.4) Is the report trying to use the fact that there are
differences in how the two water-bearing zones respond to tidal
fluctuations as proof of no hydraulic connection between the two? If
so, that is a very indirect way of making a conclusion that the fill and

......... native soil aquifers are not in communication with each other. A better
way would be to look at the lithology, by drilling borings or CPT
holes in the area of concern, or by performing pumping tests.

RESPONSE: The SWAT DSR used the information from the tidal influence study in conjunction with
the lithologic data to support the conclusion that along the western edge of the landfills
the first water-bearing zone and the second water-beating zone ate not in communication.
The aqnitard unit of the Holoeene Bay Mud Unit is up to 47 feet thick along the west side
of Site 2; this supports the conclusion that the zones are not in communication.
Although the tidal influence study data is indirect, it bolsters the conclusion that the
zones are not communicating, and this is a reasonable interpretation of the data. The
Navy has proposed in the Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP to conduct a CPT investigation
at Sites I and 2 and the Runway Area to further evaluate the litbology between the first
and second water-bearing zones. This new information will give direct evidence of
potential communication between the two zones.

Comment No. 3: (Figure 2-4) Figure 2-4 estimates the geology in the West Beach
Landfill. There is no proof that the Holocene Bay Mud Unit exists at a
15-20 foot thickness throughout the site.

RESPONSE: The lines connecting the units between the wells are dashed to indicate this is one
possible interpretation of the data.

Comment No. 4: (Figure 2-6) Figure 2-6 shows the A, E, B, and C wells sampling the
top and bottom of the artificial fill and native soil aquifers. No well
logs or rationale were provided for us to evaluate if such monitoring is
adequate to determine preferential pathways. Each of the five zones in

......... Figure 6 needs to be properly monitored. The two assumed aquitards,
the Holocene Bay Mud Unit and the Late Pleistocene Esturarine
Deposits, especially require extensive soil borings or CPTs to see if
they are in fact, low permeable zones preventing vertical migration of
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_._..... contaminants. Borings WB-2 and M-013C in Figure 2-4 show that the
Bay Mud Unit consists of SM, a sandy material, which is fairly
permeable. Borings M-007C and DA-2 show the same phenomenon.

RESPONSE: Mark Malinowski of the DTSC, reviewed and concurred with the original work plans for
Sites 1 and 2, and the PRC report "Naval Air Station Alameda, California Hydrogeology
and Proposed Changes for Phase 5 of the RI/FS" March 14, 1991, which altered the
drilling program at the landfill sites (Malinowski, March 20, 1991).

Additional soil borings, wells, and CPT are proposed in the FSP for Sites 1 and 2 to
evaluate the stratigraphy of the area, in particular the fill material, the Holocene Bay Mud
Unit, the late PleistoceneA-Ioloeene Alluvial/Eolian Deposits, and the Late Pleistocene
Estuarine Deposits. The additional CPT and boring information gained through the
implementation of the Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP will help to determine if
preferential pathways exist.

An SM is a silty sand, sand-silt mixture with non-plastic fines. Fifty percent of the
material making up the sample has to be larger than a U.S. standard series No. 2 sieve
(grams down to 0.005 inch in size). More than half of the coarse fraction of the sample
must be larger than a U.S. standard series No. 4 sieve (grains larger than 0.25 inch in
size). The other 50 percent of the total sample can be composed of fine material (silt and
clay). If the majority of the fine fraction is silt then it is an SM. The Canonic sample
from 27 feet in boring DA-2 was logged as an SP/SM and has a measured average
permeability of 3.18E-05 cm/sec. The sample from 41 feet in boring DA-2 was logged
as an SP/SM and has a meamm_ average permeability of 1.73E-06 em/sec to 7.0E-07
era/see. The sample from 46.5 feet in boring WB-3 was logged as an SM and has a

average permeability of 3.25E-O7 cnffsec. An SM can have a wide range of
permeabilities. Therefore, a soil classified as an SM does not necessarily indicate that the

........ soil is fairly permeable.

Comment No. 5: (Figure 3-2) Two more well clusters are needed directly east and north
of the 1947 disposal "cell" so we can better define the groundwater
contamination pathways. Also, the well clusters should sample the B
zone, or the top of the Late Pleistocene Estuarine Deposits. This way
the wells could detect chemicals which would float to the top of the
second water-bearing zone.

RESPONSE: There are presently two well clusters proposed on the east side of the disposal cells at Site
1. An additional well cluster will be added to the north side of Site 1, in the vicinity of
well M-003A. See response to DTSC Comment No. 7 regarding the third well cluster on
the east side of Site 1.

Comment No. 6: (Figure 3-2) Additional characterization of the waste contained in the
1947 and 1949 disposal "cells" is necessary. The main goal of an
RIIFS for a landfill site such as the Site 1 disposal area is to
characterize the site in a way that would suggest possible remedial
options. Soil borings in the landfill are necessary to classify and
determine the thickness of the refuse and the iithology underneath them.
Underlying groundwater should also be monitored to define the vertical
extent of contamination. Information on leachate quality and quantity
is necessary to estimate how long it will take to dewater the refuse or
to design a pump and treat system for the leachate, if necessary.

RESPONSE: See response to RWQCB General Comment No. 1.
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_ Comment No. 7: (Table 3-1) Please identify the sample depths, if possible, for the water
samples. Also, why are TPH and PesticideslPCBs not proposed to be
analyzed in all of the groundwater samples?

RESPONSE: The sample depths for the groundwater samples correspond to the well designation. "A"
wells are screened at the top of the fill material. "E" wells are screened at the base of the
fill material. "B" wells are screened at the top of the second water-bearing zone. "C_
wells are screened at the base of the second water-bearing zone. See Figure 2-6 in the
Phases 5 and 6 Follow-On FSP.

TPH and pesttcld_Bs are not proposed for analyses in all groundwater samples
because they were not detected in every well in the first year of groundwater sampling.
Wells that had these compounds detected previously at elevated concentrations are
proposed for continued sampling and analyses.

Comment No. 8: (Table 3-1) Why are the deep wells analyzed only on a semi-annual
basis when there are so few to begin with?

RESPONSE: We propose sampling deep wells on a semi-annual basis because nondetect to low
concentrations of chemicals were detected during the previous four quarters of groundwater
sampling. If elevated levels of contaminants are detected in future groundwater sampling
of the deep wells, the fie_luency of sampling of the deep wells will be reevaluated and
modified as necessary.

Comment No. 9: (Section 4.4.3.2, page 4-7) A detection limit of 200 ppb was used in
the SWAT report for sampling TPH in the groundwater. In future
analysis Regional Board staff would like to see a detection limit of
around 10 ppb. This is the Practical Quantification Reporting Limit

_ given in the Tri-Regionai Board Staff Recommendations for Preliminary
i' Evaluation and Investigation of Underground Tank Sites. (Ca.

Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region,
August 1990, page 19)

RESPONSE: The method used in the SWAT DSR investigation was total recoverable petroleum
hydrocarbons (TRPH) not TPH. The Tri-Regional Board Staff Recommendation for
detection of TRPH is 5,000 parts per billion (ppb) in water and for TPH is 50 ppb in
water not 10 ppb. Attempts will be made to achieve these recommended detection limits,
though they are recommendations for underground storage tank sites (USTs) not landfills.

Comment No. 10: (Section 4.4.3.2, page 4-7) Please explain what existing information
indicates that groundwater from the first water-hearing zone is not
migrating downward to the second water-bearing zone near wells 22 to
24.

RESPONSE: See response to DTSC Comment No. 13 and RWQCB Specific Comment No. 2.

Comment No. 11: Why are groundwater samples in the B and C zone only going to be
analyzed twice a year, instead of four times a year, when there are so
few well locations to begin with?

RESPONSE: See response to RWQCB Specific Comment No. 8.

Comment No. 12: (Section 4.6.2) Four CPT locations on the perimeter of the West Beach
Landfill are not enough to access whether or not the first and second
water-bearlng zones are hydraulically connected beneath the landfill.
More CPT holes are needed in the landfill itself.

RESPONSE: Additional CPT locations will be added to the south side of Site 2; see responses to
DTSC Comments No. 11 and 12. Drilling is not recommended in landfills; see response
to RWQCB General Comment No. 1.
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Comment No. 13: (Section 4.6.2) If Cone Penetrometer Tests are to tell whether or not
.......... the first and second waterbearing are hydraulically connected they need

to be installed in the landfill itself.

RESPONSE: See response to RWQCB General Comment No. 1.

Comment No. 14: (Section 4.6.3) TPH needs to be analyzed in all monitoring wells. It
was detected in wells 21A, 22A, 23A, 24A, 22E, and 24E in the
September 1992 SWAT report.

RESPONSE: TRPH were detected a[ low concenlrations in these wells during the first year of
groundwater sampling and analyses. Groundwater samples from new wells are proposed
to be analyzed for TPH. Analyses of TPH will be added to water _mples collected from
wells M-21A, M-22A, M-23A, M-24A, M-22E and M-24E.

Comment No. 15: (Figure 4-2) Again, I want to see more soil borings and monitoring
wells sampling the landfill itself. The landfill must be characterized
before any remedial options can be suggested. For instance, if a cover
is to be used one would need to know the thickness of the refuse so as

to design for compression of the landfill accordingly. Also, if the
leachate or contaminated groundwater is to be treated, one would need to
know what chemicals are contained in the ieachate and groundwater, so
as to include all necessary methods in the treatment plant.

RESPONSE: See response to RWQCB General Comment No. 1.

Comment No. 16: (Figure 2) There needs to be some more deep aquifer wells on the south
side of West Beach Landfill. There is no knowledge of the
contamination in the native soil water-bearing zone from wells 15

"_" through 18. It is important to characterize the contamination here as it
borders San Francisco Bay.

RESPONSE: See responses to DTSC Comments No. 11 and 12.
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